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Efforts to operationalize the alpha/beta/gamma change typology have suffered from a notable limitation. Virtually all have been conducted in field settings, thereby limiting the degree of experimental control over outcome criteria. Recognizing this limitation, the present study employed a laboratory methodology to investigate two research questions related to scale recalibration (beta change) in temporal survey research. Application of this methodology permitted random respondent assignment, exact replication of stimuli, and systematic time interval variation for the pretest-posttest design. Furthermore, the use of these procedures permitted testing the use of the retrospective design in assessing organizational change. Implications of the findings for the measurement of change are discussed.
In considering self-report measures, substantial progress in evaluating change has been made over the last two decades (cf. Bennis, 1965;  Lupton, 1965; Sofer, 1.964) . Of (Armenakis & Zmud, 1979; Bedeian, Armenakis, & Gibson, 1980; Golembiewski et al., 1976; Randolph, 1982; Schmitt, 1982; Terborg, Howard, & Maxwell, 1980) 
Research Questions
Two research questions were selected for investigation. Both are pertinent to the issue of evaluating change (Annenakis, Bedeian, & Pond, 1983 Cook & Campbell, 1979 (Borman et al., 1976 Table 1 ). Coefficient alpha estimates (Cronbach, 1951) were computed to determine the reliabilities of each dimension. Mean scores, obtained by computing across s items for each dimension, were compared using dependent t-tests (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975) .
Results
Results of the data analyses for the eight respondent groups are prcsentcd-in Tables 2 and 3 , and provide several insights into each of the two research questions being investigated. Internal consistency reliabilities for the eight dimensions of interviewer performance were quite high (see Tables 2 and 3) for all eight groups; 80% of the alphas exceeded .70. Evaluations of interviewer performance were equally consistent (reliable) among respondents in Groups 1, 2, and 3 (see Table 2 ). For Groups 4 through 8, coefficient alphas for the eight dimensions of interviewer performance were acceptable for both the Time 1 and the retrospective DIP administrations (see Table 3 ).
Time Interval Between Stimuli
Results of dependent t-tests for Groups 1, 2, and 3 revealed only two significant pretest-posttest differences (p < .05; see Table 2 ) in evaluated interviewer performance. These differences are probably due to chance occurrence (Feild & Armenakis, 1974) . Therefore, it is arguable that measurement intervals of 3, 4, and 8 weeks are not associated with scale recalibration in the present study.
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Discussion
The present study, conducted in a laboratory setting using videotape technology, allowed random respondent assignment, exact stimuli replication, and systematic time interval variation (i.e., 3, 4, and 8 weeks) for pretest-posttest designs. Furthermore, the use of these procedures permitted testing the ability of respondents to use the retrospective design in assessing the behavior of others.
Time Interval Between Stimuli A major conclusion drawn from the results presented is that time interval does not contribute to scale recalibration in pretest-posttest designs. This conclusion carries an important implication for the measurement of change using temporal survey techniques. Since 1976, various methods for detecting scale recalibration and concept redefinition over time have been demonstrated (e.g., Annenakis & Zmud, 1979; Randolph, 1982; Schmitt, 1982; Terborg et ~1.9 1980; van de Vliert, Huismans, & Stok, 1985) . Several theorists have proposed methods of eliminating or correcting for these concerns (Terborg et al., 1980; Bedeian et ~1., 1980) . However, as argued by Armenakis et al. (1983) , in order to establish internal and external validity, there is a need for survey researchers to investigate the causes of scale recalibration and concept redefinition before recommending further solutions.
The need for investigation of these causes is increasing due to the growing prevalence of longitudinal change research. In offering a guideline for survey researchers to follow, Arundale (1980) (Cook & Campbell, 1979) (Cherry & Rodgers, 1979; Green & Wright, 1979; Heneman & Wexley, 1983; Rippey et al., 197~) .
It should be apparent from these findings that the retrospective design might be applicable for randomized assignment of persons to treatment and control groups where the statistical analysis is conducted across groups rather than within groups. For example, if persons are assigned randomly to treatment and control groups, then it is expected that memory bias will be equally distributed between the groups. Then, by comparing recall of the controls to recall of the experimentals, the memory bias will be equal and differences detected will be analyzed in terms of the sources of invalidity (cf. Cook & Campbell, 1979 
